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DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 
(OFFICE OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES, COUNTY ADMINISTRATION, 

OFFICE OF SELF SUFFICIENCY, ADULT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,  
AND YOUTH CORRECTIONS) 

 
FY 2017-18 JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE HEARING AGENDA 

 
 Wednesday, January 4, 2017 
 1:30 pm – 4:30 pm 
 
1:30-1:45 INTRODUCTIONS AND OPENING COMMENTS  
 
1:45-2:45 DIVISION OF YOUTH CORRECTIONS 
 
1 What specific measurements (e.g. staffing ratios, number of assault incidents, youth outcomes) is 

the Division of Youth Corrections trying to achieve?  Are these goals based on national 
standards?  Will these goals be accomplished with the requested staffing increase? 

 
2 Please provide an overview of C-Stat measures for the Division of Youth Corrections and how 

the Division has performed against these measures.  Please include in the response an 
explanation of why staffing measures are not included in C-Stat.   

 
3 Please describe trends in the number of assault incidents and fights from FY 2013-14 through 

FY 2015-16.  Please include in the response an explanation of any discrepancies that exist 
between the data reported by the Office of the State Auditor and the data reported by the 
Division of Youth Corrections per the Joint Budget Committee’s annual request for 
information.   

 
4 It is noted in staff’s briefing document on page 40 that the Division of Youth Corrections 

implemented new policies in July 2014 to end the usage of extended seclusion as a tool for 
managing problematic youth.  From a staffing level and training perspective, were the facilities 
prepared for this policy change in a manner that ensured facility safety and positive youth 
outcomes?       

 
5 Please explain the role of state personnel and local law enforcement in handling assault incidents 

and fights.  Please include in the response the timeline for calling police when and incident 
occurs.     

 
6 The recent audit of the Division of Youth Corrections by the Office of the State Auditor 

included several corrective actions. Please describe the progress the Division has made in 
complying with these corrective actions.   

 
7 Please provide a chart showing the number of Division of Youth Corrections’ facility staff 

compared to appropriations and compared to the number of youth detained and committed to 
those facilities. 
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8 How have the direct care staff-to-youth ratios changes in Division of Youth Corrections 

changed over time?  How do these changes relate to the number of assault incidents and fights?       
 

9 Please describe how the requested staff would be allocated across facilities and what operational 
duties they would fulfill in securing these facilities.   

 
10 Has the Division of Youth Corrections seen any trends in unplanned absences (e.g. time of year, 

day of the week, near holidays, etc.) across facilities?  
 

11 How does the amount of unplanned absences occurring in the Division of Youth Corrections’ 
facilities compare to other facilities operated by the Department (e.g. mental health institutes and 
regional centers)?  Furthermore, is data available from the Department of Personnel to make 
statewide comparisons across agencies?  

 
12 What are the common themes that appear in exit interview data for staff that sever employment 

with the Division of Youth Corrections?  
 

13 Does the Division of Youth Corrections have a suggestion on how feedback could be obtained 
directly from facility line staff (e.g. CYSO Is and IIs) on strategies to improve facility safety and 
youth rehabilitation?    

 
14 Please comment on any training deficiencies for staff at the Division of Youth Corrections’ 

facilities that may be leading staff members to request additional tools, such as stun guns and 
pepper spray, to maintain facility safety.  Additionally, has the Division considered issuing such 
tools to staff? 

 
15 Does the Division of Youth Corrections have an opinion on staff’s methodology for ranking the 

performance of its facilities (see pages 48 and 49 of staff’s briefing document)?  Does the 
Division use a ranking methodology, and if so, what variables are included in the calculation and 
what are the most recent rankings? 

 
16 Please describe how the Division of Youth Corrections is implementing trauma informed care 

principles and Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) to decrease the number of 
assault incidents and fights and improve youth rehabilitation.  Please include a discussion of how 
the effectiveness of these strategies and tools are measured.   

 
17 What is the Colorado Model (e.g. key provisions)? How does the Colorado Model compare to 

the Missouri Approach?  Please include a side-by-side comparison chart of the two models in 
the response.   

 
18 Please explain the relationship the Division of Youth Corrections has developed with the 

Missouri Division of Youth Services and how this relationship has benefited Colorado.   
 

19 How do data from states who have implemented the Missouri Approach compare to Colorado 
in terms of assault incidents and fights, as well as youth outcomes, such as recidivism?  Please 
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note any differences in data definitions (e.g. Missouri defines assaults and fights as XYZ while 
Colorado defines them as ABC) in the response. 
 

20 Would the Division of Youth Corrections be amenable to conducting a pilot project in one of its 
facilities based on the Missouri Approach?  If so, what would be required from fiscal, staffing, 
and facility perspectives to implement this type of pilot program? 

 
21 Does the Division of Youth Corrections interact with the Council of Juvenile Correctional 

Administrators to learn information on best practices for managing youth correctional facilities?   
 
22 What is the Division of Youth Corrections’ opinion on mixing detention and commitment 

populations within one facility?  Is the Division seeking to make any changes to its facilities 
based on this opinion?   

 
23 Please explain the rationale for changing the Spring Creek facility from a detention and 

commitment facility to detention-only.  Please include in the response an update on how this has 
impacted the total number of statewide commitment beds.   

 
24 Have any recent policy or rule changes contributed to changes in the number of older youth 

committed to the Division of Youth Corrections?  
 

25 Has the Division of Youth Corrections had discussions with the Judicial Branch and district 
attorneys to examine alternative strategies that do not involve detention for youth with truancy 
issues or youth that have committed non-violent crimes?  

 
26 Please describe capital construction investments made at the Division of Youth Corrections’ 

facilities in recent fiscal years and how these improvements are related to assault incident and 
fight data (e.g. facility X received an appropriation of $YYY for ABC and as a result fights 
dropped by Z percent).   

 
27 Please explain variations across detention, commitment, and parole populations as it relates to 

Medicaid eligibility for the services provided to youth.   
 
2:45-3:00 BREAK 
 
3:00-3:45 COUNTY ADMINISTRATION 
 
28 Please provide a table of the top 15 counties that over-expended the Department’s County 

Administration line item in the past three fiscal years.    
 
29 Why are some counties able to administer the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 

(SNAP) within their annual base allocation while some counties over-expend their allocation?  
Which scenario (spending within the allocation versus over-expending the allocation) is closer to 
the true cost of doing business to administer the program?   
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30 Do levels of certain variables (e.g. caseload) determine if a county is likely to over-expend its 
allocation of funds from the County Administration line item? 
 

31 What percentage of counties personal services expenditures are for line staff (e.g. eligibility 
technicians) versus administrators?   

 
32 How much money did the 2007 County Workload Study indicate would need to be spent above 

the base allocation to adequately fund county administration activities across public assistance 
programs?  
 

33 Please provide a diagram of the different phases of the County Workload Study funded for FY 
2016-17 via S.B. 16-190 (Improve County Admin Public Assistance Programs).   
 

34 Please explain how the County Workload Study will assist the General Assembly in determining 
the cost of administering the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and other 
public assistance programs? 
 

35 Why is the Department of Human Services requesting funding for County Administration 
before viewing the results of the County Workload Study?  

 
36 Did the Department of Human Services consider requesting an appropriation increase for the 

County Administration line item that is contingent on the findings of the County Workload 
Study?  If so, why was this option not chosen?  If not, would this be beneficial in ensuring that 
the correct amount of funds is appropriated?     

 
37 Please provide a table showing the distribution of County Tax Base Relief money for FY 2015-

16.   
 
3:45-4:00 LOW-INCOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
 
38 Please explain the relationship between the Department of Human Services, the Colorado 

Energy Office, and the non-profit Energy Outreach Colorado in administering low-income 
energy assistance services.  Please include in the response any opportunities for these programs 
to be consolidated under one agency to gain efficiencies.   

 
39 Caseload and expenditures for the Department of Human Services’ Low-Income Energy 

Assistance Program (LEAP) vary greatly from year to year, as is shown on page 9 of staff’s 
briefing document.  Why do these swings occur?   

 
40 Given that the Department of Human Services’ Low-Income Energy Assistance Program 

receives a much larger amount of federal funds than State funding, should the General Assembly 
continue to transfer severance tax funding from Tier 2 to the Department for this purpose?   

 
4:00-4:20 ADULT PROTECTIVE SERVICES 
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41 Please describe how funding increases for staffing for adult protective services were allocated to 
counties.  How was this allocation related to money needed for elder abuse services versus 
services for individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities (e.g. was the money 
backfilling the elder abuse need or funding the individuals with intellectual and developmental 
disabilities)?    
 

42 Please describe the interactions between law enforcement entities and community centered 
boards in regard to reporting cases of abuse against individuals with intellectual and 
developmental disabilities.  Please include in the response any known issues that have occurred 
and strategies to solve these issues.   
 

43 Please explain how quality is measured for county casework for adult protective services cases.  
Please include in the response the nature and frequency of errors.   
 

44 Page 17 of staff’s budget briefing document shows a decrease in the percentage of reports that 
became cases in FY 2015-16.  Why did this occur? 
 

4:20-4:30 COLORADO BENEFITS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM AND PEAK 
 
45 How could the PEAK application be adjusted so that citizens better understand that the data 

they enter will result in actual benefit changes and generate notices, as opposed to generating 
sample scenarios for a user to review? 
 

46 Please describe recent trends (fiscal year over fiscal year) for help tickets for the Colorado 
Benefits Management System (CBMS).  Please include a discussion of the existing backlog of 
tickets. 
 

47 Please describe the relationship between CBMS and Connect for Health Colorado as it relates to 
an individual shopping for health insurance who then applies for Medicaid coverage.   
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Graph 3: Fights and assaults at Spring Creek Youth Services Center since December 2015 

 
 

In addition, Spring Creek’s staffing since October 1, 2016 is at 100% deployable staff for 

Correctional Youth Security Officer I’s and Correctional Youth Security Officer II’s and meeting, 

at a minimum, the national standard of  1:8 staff-to-youth ratio during waking hours and 1:16 

staff-to-youth ratio during sleeping hours. To date, there are only two deployable staff positions 

vacant. Spring Creek’s most recent application pool for Correctional Youth Security Officer I’s 

was over 80 applicants, which appears to indicate a renewed interest to work at this facility.  

 

The removal of the commitment program at Spring Creek had no impact on the total number of 

commitment beds available in the Division because the 29 Spring Creek beds were added to four 

other State-operated facilities that serve committed youth. 

 

24) Have any recent policy or rule changes contributed to changes in the number of older 

youth committed to the Division of Youth Corrections?  

The Department does not have any evidence that recent policy or rule change has affected a shift 

in the age of youth committed to the Department’s custody.  

 

25) Has the Division of Youth Corrections had discussions with the Judicial Branch and 

district attorneys to examine alternative strategies that do not involve detention for 

youth with truancy issues or youth that have committed non-violent crimes? 

  

Yes, the Division and judicial branch are active participants on the Senate Bill 91-94 Advisory 

Board. The Board includes members from the Division of Youth Corrections, Division of 

Criminal Justice, State Court Administrator's Office, Colorado District Attorneys Council, law 

enforcement, and local and county government. The Advisory Board, as part of its statutory 

responsibilities (19-2-212, C.R.S.), is responsible for updating and approving changes to the 

criteria to be detained or committed. As part of these discussions, the Board has submitted and 
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approved a set of criteria that recommends that status offenders (of which truancy is considered) 

should not be detained. This position is supported by the Federal Government through the Office 

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1972.  

Although the Board recommended the elimination of detention for status offenses, there exist 

legal mechanisms for which a judicial officer can detain a status offender (e.g., Violation of Court 

Order).  

As Table 7 shows, in FY 2015-16, 80% of the 6,510 detentions were for non-violent offenses. Of 

those, 30 youth were detained for truancy. The following table depicts the number of youth, by 

judicial district, who were detained for a truancy charge. 

 

Table 7: Number of truants detained by judicial district in FY 2015-16 

Judicial District (JD) All Detention Admissions Detained for Truancy 

1 672 3 

2 1,122 0 

3 18 0 

4 784 1 

5 45 0 

6 46 0 

7 60 0 

8 382 0 

9 61 0 

10 378 10 

11 129 2 

12 54 0 

13 85 4 

14 23 0 

15 22 0 

16 17 1 

17 548 0 

18 1,031 0 

19 495 5 

20 285 2 

21 231 2 

22 22 0 

State Total 6,510 30 

 

Furthermore, the most vulnerable population in detention is the Division’s youngest population, 

10 to 12 year olds.  Of the 178 youth in this age range who were detained in FY 2015-16, 47% 

were detained for misdemeanors and petty offenses. Table 8 depicts the number of youth 10 to 12 

years of age, by judicial district, who were detained for misdemeanor and petty offenses. 
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Table 8: Number of youth 10 to 12 years of age detained for misdemeanor and petty 

offenses by judicial district in FY 2015-16 

Judicial District (JD) 
All Detained 10 to 12 Year 

Olds 

Detained 10 to 12 Year Olds for 

Misdemeanor and Petty 

Offenses 

1 11 2 

2 43 19 

3 0 0 

4 27 8 

5 0 0 

6 0 0 

7 0 0 

8 6 5 

9 3 2 

10 17 9 

11 4 0 

12 6 3 

13 0 0 

14 0 0 

15 0 0 

16 0 0 

17 6 0 

18 30 14 

19 18 14 

20 7 7 

21 0 0 

22 0 0 

State Total 178 83 

*These numbers are estimates based on the Division database.  

26) Please describe capital construction investments made at the Division of Youth 

Corrections’ facilities in recent fiscal years and how these improvements are related to 

assault incident and fight data (e.g. facility X received an appropriation of $YYY for 

ABC and as a result fights dropped by Z percent).   

Capital construction investments in the Division’s State-owned facilities (outlined in the table that 

follows) are to mitigate the risk of suicide and self-harm, and are not intended to reduce fights and 

assaults.  
 

The emphasis of the capital construction investments have been focused on refurbishment of 

failing physical plant, mitigation of risk including suicide and self-harm.  For example, bathroom 

remodeling is slated in facilities where multiple “tie-off” points have been identified increasing 

the risk of self-harm.  Projects to date have included replacement of a guardrail mesh on living 

unit stairs with metal tubing to alleviate youth from damaging the mesh and using metal wire 

scraps to do self-harm or possibly use as a weapon.  Glass wall, ceiling to floor enclosures on 
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upper floors of two-story living units were installed to mitigate the possibility of a youth 

attempting to jump and do self-harm.  Table 9 shows current and recent capital investments by 

facility.  
 

Table 9: Capital Investment Expenditures FY 2014-15 through FY 2016-17 YTD 

Facility Project Description 

Fiscal Year 2014-15 appropriated amount $1,100,000 

All 10 state-

operated 

facilities 

Comprehensive assessment  

Zeb Pike 

Pueblo 

Grand Mesa 

Lookout  

Mountain 

 

Gilliam  

Design work & installation Detention grade glass 

Design work & installation Detention grade glass 

Design work & installation Detention grade glass 

Guardrail mesh replacement  

Glass wall enclosures on upper floors 

Asbestos abatement 

Design work & installation Detention grade glass 

Asbestos abatement 

Security door replacement 

Fiscal Year 2015-2016 appropriated amount $2,000,000 

Adams 

 

 

 

Mount View 

 

Lookout Mountain  

 

Gilliam 

Perimeter fencing upgrade  

Added secured fire egress 

Metal detectors 

Camera upgrade 

 Metal detectors 

Increased interior & exterior campus lighting 

Metal detectors 

Increased interior & exterior campus lighting 

Metal detectors 

Continued door/lock replacement design and installation; major design work for 

refurbishments 

Fiscal Year 2016-2017 appropriated amount $3,689,500 

Gilliam 

DeNier 

Design work: door and lock replacement 

Design work: door and lock replacement 

 

27) Please explain variations across detention, commitment, and parole populations as it 

relates to Medicaid eligibility for the services provided to youth.   

Individuals may be enrolled in Medicaid at any point before, during, or after being in a secure 

correctional facility, but Medicaid will not cover the cost of their medical care while in a secure 

correctional facility. Section 1905 (a) (29) (A) of the Social Security Act prohibits the use of 

federal funds for medical care provided to inmates of a public institution, including juveniles. 

 

Medicaid funds are prohibited for medical services of youth: 
● Who are held involuntarily in a DYC facility (detained and committed) 
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● Who are receiving care on-site in a DYC facility (detained and committed) 

● Who are receiving care on an outpatient basis (detained and committed) 
  

Medicaid funds are permitted for medical services for youth and are pursued whenever possible: 
● Who are in a non-secure setting or community residential placement (committed youth) 

● In a secure setting who are hospitalized greater than 24 hours on inpatient status (detained 

and committed) 

● Who are on Parole (committed youth) 

 

2:45-3:00 BREAK 

3:00-3:45 COUNTY ADMINISTRATION 

 

28) Please provide a table of the top 15 counties that over-expended the Department’s 

County Administration line item in the past three fiscal years.   

Table 10: County Administration Allocation (FY 2013-14 through FY 2015-16)* 

Rank County 

FY 2013-14, FY 2014-15, FY 2015-16 

Sum of Three 

Years 

Allocation 

Sum of Three 

Years 

Expenditures 

Total Dollars 

(Over) 

Total 

Percentage 

(Over)/Under 

Expenditures 

        1  Denver County 30,218,923 49,617,201 (19,398,279) (64.19%) 

        2  Boulder County 7,946,874 15,280,513 (7,333,639) (92.28%) 

        3  Weld County 9,217,822 12,861,626 (3,643,804) (39.53%) 

        4  El Paso County 21,923,267 25,537,974 (3,614,708) (16.49%) 

        5  Jefferson County 13,781,127 15,433,890 (1,652,763) (11.99%) 

        6  Adams County 17,052,606 18,534,090 (1,481,485) (8.69%) 

        7  Larimer County 9,629,499 11,044,814 (1,415,315) (14.70%) 

        8  Garfield County 2,447,757 3,640,293 (1,192,535) (48.72%) 

        9  Eagle County 1,206,802 1,605,497 (398,695) (33.04%) 

      10  La Plata County 1,973,298 2,351,929 (378,631) (19.19%) 

      11  Otero County 1,589,463 1,959,566 (370,103) (23.28%) 

      12  Broomfield County 1,180,206 1,548,359 (368,154) (31.19%) 

      13  Rio Blanco County 268,937 545,436 (276,499) (102.81%) 

      14  Routt County 603,595 862,609 (259,014) (42.91%) 

      15  Pitkin County 302,280 503,579 (201,299) (66.59%) 

 * Includes Adult Protective Services allocation 

 

29) Why are some counties able to administer the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 

Program (SNAP) within their annual base allocation while some counties over-expend 

their allocation?  Which scenario (spending within the allocation versus over-expending 

the allocation) is closer to the true cost of doing business to administer the program?   
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Both scenarios (spending within the allocation and overspending the allocation) are the true cost 

of administering the SNAP to those counties who are over/under-spending.  All counties incur 

personnel and operating costs to serve that caseload and administer the program.  The program 

delivery playing field has been leveled, statewide, via the Colorado Benefits Management System 

(CBMS), staff development center, and Administrative Rules, yet there are variables that affect 

those costs from county to county.  Cost variables are primarily driven by personnel 

compensation and internal processes. 

 

While counties can choose how to operate programs and manage caseloads, the Department has 

offered tools and strategies to help counties streamline their work and related costs.    Business 

Process Reengineering (BPR) is a key strategy the Department has offered to Colorado counties 

to improve program administration and delivery.  Ultimately, BPR has focused on reducing costs 

by decreasing rework (i.e. waste) and building various efficiencies into counties’ processes.  

Counties have implemented BPR strategies to varying degrees.  For example, Arapahoe County 

was successful in automating a number of processes that were directly correlated with improved 

efficiencies and decreased costs. 

 

30) Do levels of certain variables (e.g. caseload) determine if a county is likely to over-

expend its allocation of funds from the County Administration line item? 

To better understand the variables that affect administrative spending, the Department requested 

assistance from the Colorado Counties, Inc. (CCI) to conduct a membership survey in September 

2016.  36 counties (55%) responded to the survey, attributing the following factors to rising 

administrative costs: wages and benefits to attract/retain qualified staff, higher cost of living in 

certain areas of the State, overtime needed to meet the demands of the work, caseload growth, and 

health insurance costs. 

 

The Department’s recent internal analysis of counties’ activity costs per minute (per the 2007 

County Workload Study) as a barometer for efficiency showed no correlation between cost and 

efficiency.  A multiple regression analysis of the per-minute cost for counties to complete tasks 

reveals no statistically significant difference between costs in counties that overspend their 

allocations and counties that underspend. 

 

The County Workload Study that was authorized through SB 16-190 will shed light on the 

variables that may contribute to over/under-spending of the County Administration allocation.  By 

design, the Study will evaluate county practices and provide comparative data to enrich the 

Department’s understanding of the cost to deliver benefits to vulnerable Coloradans. 

 

31) What percentage of counties personal services expenditures are for line staff (e.g. 

eligibility technicians) versus administrators? 
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Informational county data on employee salaries is collected in the County Employee Data Store 

(CEDS); however, CEDS is not a payroll repository.  As such, the Department will not be able to 

provide an accurate picture of salary and benefits for the counties using CEDS.  In order to 

provide detailed salary and benefits expenditures for counties, each county will need to be 

contacted individually. 

   

32) How much money did the 2007 County Workload Study indicate would need to be spent 

above the base allocation to adequately fund county administration activities across 

public assistance programs?  

The 2007 County Workload Study identified a $28.2 million shortfall in funding at the time the 

study was completed.  It is important to note that this shortfall included the Department of Health 

Care Policy and Financing’s (HCPF) costs; when this study was completed, HCPF’s costs for 

county administration were intertwined with the Department’s County Administration costs. 

 

33) Please provide a diagram of the different phases of the County Workload Study funded 

for FY 2016-17 via S.B. 16-190 (Improve County Admin Public Assistance Programs).  

As Attachment A portrays, SB 16-190 directs the Department to complete three distinct 

deliverables to improve the administration and delivery of public assistance benefits in Colorado: 

 Establishing a mutually agreeable method and formula for distributing federal monetary 

bonuses or sanctions associated with the SNAP administration to counties;  

 Collecting and analyzing data related to county departments’ costs and performance in 

administering public assistance programs, including Food Assistance, Medicaid, 

Children’s Basic Health Plan (CHP+), Colorado Works, Aid to the Needy Disabled, Old 

Age Pension, and Long-term Care Services (i.e. County Workload Study); and  

 Designing a continuous quality improvement (CQI) program to improve the overall 

administration of public assistance programs.   

The County Workload Study is one of three distinct deliverables directed by SB 16-190; all work 

is progressing along parallel timelines to be completed by June 2017. 

 

34) Please explain how the County Workload Study will assist the General Assembly in 

determining the cost of administering the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 

(SNAP) and other public assistance programs? 

 

As required by SB 16-190, the County Workload Study will provide a comprehensive picture of 

county costs and performance across a number of public assistance programs (Supplemental 

Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Medicaid, Children’s Basic Health Program (CHP+), 

Colorado Works, Aid to the Needy Disabled, Old Age Pension, and Long-term Care).  In terms of 

determining the cost of administering the SNAP and other public assistance programs, the County 

Workload Study will provide an in-depth analysis of the following factors (among others) that 

drive the associated administrative costs: 
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 Performance Measures. The status of each county department in meeting performance 

measures for administering public assistance programs 

 County Activities. An inventory of relevant county department activities, including, 

application initiation, interactive interviews, and case review; and the purpose of the 

activities, which may include compliance with Federal or State law. 

 Administrative Work/Delays. An assessment of administrative work not yet completed by 

each county department and the cause of any delay in completing the work. 

 Activity Times. The amount of time spent by each county department staff on each 

identified activity.  

 County Costs per Activity. The cost incurred by each county department, including staff 

and operating costs, relating to each activity and each client.  

 Cost Variances. Any variance among county departments with respect to the cost incurred, 

time associated with each activity, and return on investment, and the source of those 

variances.  

 Program Cost and Performance Relationships.  Analyze information and data to determine 

the relationship, if any, between the time and cost associated with each activity and county 

departments’ performance with respect to the performance standards for the public 

assistance program. 

 Total County Costs. The level of total county department funding needed to meet the 

county departments’ required workloads in relation to the administration of public benefit 

assistance programs for which data is collected and analyzed.  

 Business Process (BPR) Improvements.  BPR improvements that contribute to a county’s 

decreased time or costs associated with each activity and a county department’s ability to 

meet or exceed the performance standard. 

 Funding Options.  Options for cost-allocation models for the distribution of State funding 

to county departments for administering public assistance programs.  

 

These analyses will be completed by a survey of all counties and an in-depth review of costs and 

performance among a representative sample of large, medium, and small counties.  The County 

Workload Study will be completed in June 2017.  When complete, this study will provide the 

General Assembly with a more complete picture of costs across various business models that 

counties use, variances in processes and costs, and potential allocation methodologies based on 

the data. 

 

35) Why is the Department of Human Services requesting funding for County 

Administration before viewing the results of the County Workload Study? 

As explained in response to Question 36, the Department believes that an increase in County 

Administration funding is prudent based on the consistent over-expenditure of the appropriation 

in each of the last five fiscal years.  The Department does not anticipate the results of the Study 
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will contradict the currently available expenditure trends.  However, the County Workload Study 

may identify new methodologies for allocating available funds and/or identify more precise 

funding needs.  The Department and counties have invested significant resources and energy to 

improving program outcomes, delivering timely, accurate decisions on applications for benefits.  

Regressing from these outcomes would undo a decade of hard work to improve performance, 

potentially putting the Department at legal risk and negatively affecting vulnerable Coloradans 

seeking assistance to feed their families. 

  

36) Did the Department of Human Services consider requesting an appropriation increase 

for the County Administration line item that is contingent on the findings of the County 

Workload Study?  If so, why was this option not chosen?  If not, would this be beneficial 

in ensuring that the correct amount of funds is appropriated?    

The Department did not consider requesting an appropriation contingent upon the results of the 

SB 16-190 County Workload Study.  Currently available financial data indicates that base 

funding does not meet current expenditures, creating a structural deficit, as indicated in Table 11.  

Actual county expenditures have exceeded the available appropriation for at least the last five 

fiscal years. 

 

Table 11: Comparison of County Administration Allocation and Expenditures  

FY 2011-12 through FY 2015-16 

 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 

A. Total Allocation $ 50,116,105 $ 49,814,777 $ 61,085,727 $ 70,370,538 $ 70,488,343 

B. Total 

     Expenditures 
$ 72,268,544 $ 75,296,880 $ 74,163,956 $ 80,432,286  $ 88,248,544 

C. Over-expenditure 

     (B - A) 
($ 22,152,439) ($ 25,482,103) ($ 13,078,229) ($10,061,748) ($ 17,760,201) 

D. Adjusted Over-   

     expenditure 
($ 7,044,776) ($ 8,128,843) ($ 3,111,315) ($ 3,899,419) ($ 6,048,275) 

Source: Department of Human Services, CFMS summary data 

 

County Administration funds are appropriated by the General Assembly.  While the SB 16-190 

County Workload Study may recommend an alternative methodology for distributing the County 

Administration appropriation, the study will not provide additional funding to cover the current 

structural deficit in appropriations for County Administration.  The County Workload Study could 

lead to reduced funding needs for county administration. However, any such savings are unlikely 

to be achieved until FY 2018-19 after the implementation of administrative changes and cost 

savings strategies recommended by the Study. As a result, the Department is requesting funding 

sufficient to cover a portion of the County Administration over-expenditure currently identified.  
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The completed County Workload Study will be shared with the General Assembly. If a different 

level of resources is indicated, the Department will report that to the General Assembly. 

 

37) Please provide a table showing the distribution of County Tax Base Relief money for FY 

2015-16.  

Table 12: Colorado Department of Human Services County Tax Base Relief  

County  Total County Tax Base Relief Distributed FY 2015-16  

Adams $255,499  

Alamosa  $385,510  

Arapahoe  $0  

Archuleta $0  

Baca      $0  

Bent      $14,179  

Boulder    $0  

Chaffee    $0  

Cheyenne   $0  

Clear Creek $0  

Conejos    $74,005  

Costilla  $16,293  

Crowley  $66,937  

Custer   $0  

Delta     $37,676  

Denver   $97,044  

Dolores   $0  

Douglas  $0  

Eagle   $0  

Elbert  $0  

El Paso   $434,008  

Fremont  $202,803  

Garfield  $0  

Gilpin    $0  

Grand     $0  

Gunnison $0  

Hinsdale $0  

Huerfano  $48,614  

Jackson  $0  

Jefferson $0  

Kiowa    $0  

Kit Carson $0  

Lake      $0  

La Plata  $0  
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Table 12: Colorado Department of Human Services County Tax Base Relief  

Larimer  $0  

Las Animas $0  

Lincoln   $5,795  

Logan     $108,079  

Mesa    $280,064  

Mineral  $0  

Moffat   $0  

Montezuma $0  

Montrose  $31,186  

Morgan   $6,834  

Otero   $309,231  

Ouray $0  

Park   $0  

Phillips $0  

Pitkin   $0  

Prowers  $138,378  

Pueblo  $1,252,584  

Rio Blanco $0  

Rio Grande $53,670  

Routt    $0  

Saguache $61,366  

San Juan $0  

San Miguel $0  

Sedgwick  $0  

Summit  $0  

Teller  $0  

Washington  $0  

Weld     $0  

Yuma    $0  

Broomfield $0  

TOTAL $3,879,756  

 

3:45-4:00 LOW-INCOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

38) Please explain the relationship between the Department of Human Services, the 

Colorado Energy Office, and the non-profit Energy Outreach Colorado in administering 

low-income energy assistance services.  Please include in the response any opportunities 

for these programs to be consolidated under one agency to gain efficiencies.   

As Attachment B details, the three agencies administering energy programs (the Department of 

Human Services, Colorado Energy Office, and Energy Outreach Colorado) are discrete 
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organizations providing energy-related services, targeted for different purposes and populations.  

However, these agencies coordinate closely, as applicable, to improve outcomes for their income-

qualified clients.  A notable difference among the three agencies is the core purpose of the 

agencies administering energy assistance: the Department (LEAP program) focuses on self-

sufficiency among a vulnerable population (42 U.S.C. § 8621-8630); the Colorado Energy Office 

(CEO) focuses on efficient use of fuel (42 U.S.C. 6861 et seq.; 42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.); and 

Energy Outreach Colorado (EOC) is a non-profit agency, with other related heating services, 

including advocacy, as a core focus (40 C.R.S. § 8.5-103.5).   

 

The Low-income Energy Assistance Program (LEAP), administered by the Department, provides 

support to income-qualified households to pay heating costs through a primarily federally funded 

program.  LEAP applications are accepted from November through April.  Energy Outreach 

Colorado provides a variety of energy-related services to its clients, including bill payment 

assistance in opposite months to the Department’s LEAP season, using an array of state and 

private funds.  CEO targets energy efficiency investments (i.e. “Weatherization”), via federal and 

state funds, into housing structures where the impact can reduce the need for ongoing LEAP 

assistance. 

 

The following response was provided by the Colorado Energy Office’s (CEO). 

 

The Colorado Energy Office oversees the Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) under 

Authority 42 U.S.C. 6861 et seq: 42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq., and administered by the Department of 

Energy (DOE) under Code of Federal Regulation (10 CFR 440).  The program provides energy-

efficiency services to income qualified Colorado residences in all 64 counties of the state.  The 

purpose of the program is to increase the energy-efficiency of the dwellings owned or occupied 

by low-income persons to reduce energy expenditures and improve health and safety in their 

homes. CEO receives state formula allocation from the DOE to administer the program.  The 

program operates through eight local service providers (non-profit and local government entities) 

under CEO’s direct program oversight, which includes establishing and monitoring technical 

performance standards and providing ongoing training and technical assistance. 

 

The WAP provides the foundation upon which all low-income energy-efficiency services are 

coordinated and delivered across the state.  Specifically, non-governmental fund sources, 

(primarily investor-owned utilities, electric cooperatives, and municipal utilities) leverage this 

foundation to deliver additional energy-related services to their low-income customers.  This 

partnership also assists the utilities to more cost-effectively achieve their energy efficiency 

(“demand-side management”) goals.  The program operates one of the highest production 

operations in the nation by volume and is held in highest regard by the DOE.  The DOE often 

partners with the CEO to implement new and emerging approaches to the delivery of energy 

services and to deliver increased benefit to the customers.  
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Selected through competitive solicitation, the CEO implements the WAP program through a 

network of eight regional weatherization agencies to provide services to all housing types in each 

county of the State. 

 Northeastern Colorado Association of Local Governments (NECALG): Weld, Logan, 

Sedgwick, Phillips, Morgan, Washington, Yuma, Lincoln, Kit Carson and Cheyenne 

 Northwest Colorado Council of Governments (NWCCOG): Moffat, Routt, Jackson, 

Grand, Rio Blanco, Garfield, Eagle, Summit, Clear Creek, Pitkin, Lake, Park and Chaffee 

 Housing Resources of Western Colorado (HRWC): Mesa, Delta, Gunnison, Montrose, 

San Miguel, Ouray, Hinsdale, Dolores, San Juan, Montezuma, La Plata and Archuleta 

 Pueblo County Department of Housing and Human Services: Custer, Pueblo, Crowley, 

Kiowa, Otero, Bent, Prowers, Huerfano, Las Animas and Baca 

 Boulder County Housing Authority’s Longs Peak Energy Conservation (LPEC): Larimer, 

Boulder, Gilpin and Broomfield 

 Arapahoe County Weatherization: Adams and Arapahoe 

 Energy Resource Center (ERC): Denver, Jefferson, Douglas, Elbert, Teller, El Paso, 

Fremont, Saguache, Mineral, Rio Grande, Alamosa, Conejos and Costilla 

 Energy Outreach Colorado (EOC): This sub-grantee receives a portion of the CEO’s 

federal funds (not severance tax) to specifically serve eligible households living in 

centrally heated multi-family buildings (requiring a unique energy auditing expertise and 

related efficiency improvement strategies). 

 

Combining the Colorado Energy Office’s Weatherization Assistance Program with the LEAP 

program would yield, at best, nominal operational benefits. Any gains could be outweighed by the 

costs to create capacity to provide services outside the programs’ core expertise. The program 

administration and operations are stand-alone activities, such as CEO establishing and monitoring 

technical standards and CDHS-LEAP processing applications and determining assistance levels. 

The Department’s LEAP program does not have similar operational overlay due to the nature of 

services provided. However, efficiency opportunities have already been captured between the 

programs, such as delivering information on LEAP approved households to the local agencies 

providing Weatherization services for use in client outreach and intake. 

 

39) Caseload and expenditures for the Department of Human Services’ Low-Income Energy 

Assistance Program (LEAP) vary greatly from year to year, as is shown on page 9 of 

staff’s briefing document.  Why do these swings occur?  

 

LEAP caseloads generally vacillate due the shifting economic stability of eligible Coloradans 

in relation to fuel costs, home fuel-use efficiency, the weather, and local economies.  

Expenditures are based on the actual funds available and the caseload.  Interpreting the LEAP 

caseload and expenditure data on page 9 of the briefing document demonstrates that in some 

years, the Department had excess funds available to provide additional benefits to eligible 
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Coloradans struggling with heat costs.  In years with lower expenditures, the Department met 

the projected need, but offered lower (or no) supplemental payments. 

 

It is important to note that LEAP has experienced a 20% increase in application approvals in FY 

2016-17, year to date, over the previous year.  This could signify an increasing caseload. 

  

40) Given that the Department of Human Services’ Low-Income Energy Assistance 

Program receives a much larger amount of federal funds than State funding, should the 

General Assembly continue to transfer severance tax funding from Tier 2 to the 

Department for this purpose?   

 

Yes, the Department believes that severance tax Tier 2 funding should continue to be transferred 

to the Department for the Low-Income Energy Assistance Program. The Department’s Low-

Income Energy Assistance Program (LEAP) is primarily funded by a federal block grant from the 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  In years Tier 2 funds are transferred to the 

LEAP program (generally equated with years with high fuel costs), those funds help to ensure 

vulnerable Coloradans receive critical benefits to heat their homes from November through April. 

 

Table 13: LEAP Funding Sources 

 

Source: Historical LEAP data 

 

As Table 13 displays, Tier 2 funds represent a small percentage (from as low as 0% to as high as 

8.57%) of the total funds available to LEAP.  The Tier 2 severance tax funds are based on a 

statutorily defined formula; the LEAP program (and other Tier 2 activities) receives Tier 2 funds 

only in years when excess funds are available after Tier 1 purposes are sufficiently funded. 
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When made available, Tier 2 funds contribute to the Department’s ability to operate the LEAP 

program to provide energy assistance to vulnerable Coloradans.  Even as caseloads have declined 

and federal block grant funds have generally stabilized in the past five years, many eligible 

Coloradans needing assistance paying for heat have received only a portion of the cost to meet 

their heating needs.  However, if Tier 2 funds were unavailable, LEAP would provide energy 

assistance services within its means. 

 

4:00-4:20 ADULT PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

41) Please describe how funding increases for staffing for adult protective services were 

allocated to counties.  How was this allocation related to money needed for elder abuse 

services versus services for individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities 

(e.g. was the money backfilling the elder abuse need or funding the individuals with 

intellectual and developmental disabilities)?   

The General Assembly appropriated $3,753,289 in addition funding to the Colorado Department 

of Human Services (Department) to allocate to county departments of Human or Social Services 

(county departments) for administration of the Adult Protective Services (APS) program in FY 

2016-17 as a result of SB 15-109. The Department allocated this funding to county departments 

based on the existing APS Allocation formula for FY 2016-17. The APS Allocation Task Group, 

consisting of representatives from the Department and county departments, developed the APS 

Allocation formula based on demographics and APS workload data. The Policy Advisory 

Committee, consisting of Directors from the Department and county departments, approved the 

formula proposed by the APS Allocation Task Group and recommended the Department use the 

formula in FY 2016-17.  

 

County departments hire APS staff to serve all at-risk adults who are experiencing mistreatment 

or self-neglect. At-risk adults with intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD) represent 

approximately 14 percent of the population served by the APS program statewide. As a result, it 

is not cost-effective for county departments to hire designated caseworkers to serve only at-risk 

adults with IDD. However, because county departments were able to hire additional APS staff or 

add hours to existing APS staff, they were better prepared to meet the demand for services from 

the increase in reports received once mandatory reporting for at-risk adults with IDD became 

effective on July 1, 2016. 

  

42) Please describe the interactions between law enforcement entities and community 

centered boards in regard to reporting cases of abuse against individuals with 

intellectual and developmental disabilities.  Please include in the response any known 

issues that have occurred and strategies to solve these issues.   

By law, persons working in the IDD system, such as those working at CCBs, Regional Centers or 

other service providers are mandatory reporters and must report mistreatment of at-risk adults 
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with IDD to law enforcement within 24 hours of becoming aware of it. Law enforcement is 

required by law to share all reports of mistreatment against an at-risk adult with APS programs 

within 24 hours of receiving them. The mandatory reporting law does not preclude the CCB from 

conducting its own investigation into the incident.  

 

The new mandatory reporting law is complex and has caused some confusion among law 

enforcement, APS programs, and CCBs in some areas in the state. As with any new law, it will 

take time for local service providers to work out the logistics of implementing this law. Table 14 

illustrates some issues with the implementation of mandatory reporting for at-risk adults with IDD 

that the Department is aware of and strategies the Department is undertaking to address them. 

 

Table 14: Issues and Strategies Related to Implementation of Mandatory Reporting  

for At-Risk Adults with IDD 

Issue Strategy 

1. Many county department APS staff do 

not have extensive experience working 

with at-risk adults with IDD and 

reports of mistreatment of at-risk 

adults with IDD have historically been 

a small percentage of the reports 

received by APS programs. 

 Training and Technical Assistance -The 

Department provided training and technical 

assistance to county department APS staff on the 

implementation of mandatory reporting for 

adults with IDD.  

 Training by IDD Consultant -The Department 

hired a consultant to provide a regional training 

on investigating IDD reports and communicating 

with persons with IDD, offered to APS staff in 

FY2015-16. A second regional training 

developed and delivered by the same consultant, 

expands on the first training and will be offered 

to APS staff beginning in February 2017. 

 Hiring and IDD Specialist - The Department’s 

APS program has hired a specialist with 

expertise in the IDD system to provide ongoing 

technical support to the county departments in 

investigating cases involving an at-risk adult 

with IDD.  

2. In some communities, the roles of 

each entity involved in investigating 

mistreatment of at-risk adults with 

IDD are not clear. Statute and rules 

require county department of human 

and social services APS programs to 

develop cooperative agreements with 

local law enforcement agencies, 

district attorney’s offices, CCBs, and 

the long-term care ombudsman. The 

purpose of the cooperative agreements 

is to outline how these agencies will 

work together on joint investigations 

 Cooperative Agreements - The Department has 

provided templates for the cooperative 

agreements to county departments, offered to 

provide technical assistance in developing the 

cooperative agreements, and required that county 

departments of Human Services get the 

agreements in place by July 1, 2017.  

 Handbook - The Department’s APS program 

has hired a specialist with expertise in the IDD 

system that will develop a handbook within the 

next year to clarify the law for use by APS, law 

enforcement, and CCB and provider agencies. 
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Table 14: Issues and Strategies Related to Implementation of Mandatory Reporting  

for At-Risk Adults with IDD 

Issue Strategy 

and provide for special assistance to 

each other. Currently, some county 

department of human and social 

services APS programs do not have 

up-to-date cooperative agreements 

with their community partners. 

3. Some mandatory reporters mistakenly 

believe they can report mistreatment 

of at-risk adults to their local APS 

program to meet the mandatory 

reporting requirement, however, 

mandatory reporters are required by 

law to make the report to their local 

law enforcement agency, not the APS 

program. Also, the Department is 

aware of some confusion among 

reporting parties about what types of 

incidents they should report.  

 Training for Mandatory Reporters - With 

funding received as a result of SB 15-109, the 

Department has contracted with a vendor to 

provide training to mandatory reporters across 

the state. Approximately 90 training sessions 

will take place from January to June 2017 and 

will assist mandatory reporters to better 

understand the different populations served as 

well as what to report and to whom. 

4. Some providers of services for adults 

with IDD have incorrectly assumed 

that they no longer need to complete 

their required investigations into 

incidents. 

 

 Training for IDD Providers - The Department 

APS staff conducted webinar training on the new 

legislation in September and October for IDD 

providers and stakeholders. The Department 

APS staff attended a meeting with IDD 

stakeholders in December to address questions 

and concerns about the implementation of 

mandatory reporting and communicated that 

providers still need to complete their required 

investigations.  

5. Law enforcement does not always 

share reports of mistreatment of at-risk 

adults with IDD they receive with APS 

programs within 24 hours. Some law 

enforcement agencies have indicated 

that they are not receiving reports from 

the county department APS program 

within the 24 hours allowed by law. 

 Cooperative Agreements - The Department will 

provide technical assistance and monitor county 

departments of Human Services to ensure they 

develop cooperative agreements with local law 

enforcement.  

6. Some IDD providers have expressed 

concern that their local APS program 

has not shared information regarding 

the APS report (whether it will be 

investigated or not) or the 

investigation findings.  

 Guidance on Confidentiality - The Department 

consulted with the Attorney General’s Office 

regarding APS confidentiality outlined in statute 

and rule. The Department will release guidance 

to the county departments of Human Services by 

the end of December 2016 to address these 

concerns. 
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43) Please explain how quality is measured for county casework for adult protective 

services cases.  Please include in the response the nature and frequency of errors.   

Quality assurance of APS casework is a shared responsibility between the county departments of 

Human or Social Services (count departments) and the Department’s APS program.  

 

Per Rule, (12 CCR 2818-1, 30.340) county department APS program supervisors are required to 

use a case review scoring tool to review 15 percent of cases for each caseworker each month to 

ensure: 

 Timely casework; 

 Investigation, assessment, and case planning were thorough and complete; 

 Case closure, if applicable, was appropriate; and, 

 Documentation in data system is thorough.  

 

Per Rule (12 CCR 2818-1, 30.220) county departments are subject to routine quality control and 

program monitoring by the Department, to include: 

 Targeted review of the data system documentation; 

 Review and analysis of data reports generated from the data system; 

 Case review; 

 Targeted program review conducted via phone, email, or survey; and, 

 Onsite program review. 

 

The Department’s APS program currently conducts two types of quality assurance reviews of 

county department APS programs: formal reviews of individual counties, and statewide reviews 

of all counties based on targeted risk areas. The reviews are based on rule requirements (12 CCR 

2518-1), which are based on statute (Title 26, Article 3.1). The Department conducted formal 

reviews of four large counties in FY 2015-16 and conducted statewide reviews on two risk areas 

in FY 2016-17.  

 

The Department has requested a Decision Item in the Governor’s budget for FY 2017-18 to fund 

five additional FTE to conduct quality assurance and technical assistance to county departments 

for their APS programs. Currently, the Department is able to conduct formal reviews of 

approximately eight counties per year, which at that rate, it would take about eight years to 

complete a formal review of every county with an APS program in the state. The proposed budget 

increase would allow the Department to conduct a formal quality review of every county every 

year. It would also increase the Department’s capacity to perform technical assistance follow up 

with counties after the formal reviews to ensure they correct the problems identified during the 

reviews. 
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The following tables demonstrate the quality measures evaluated during the two types of reviews, 

and the nature and frequency of error rates. The goal for each measure is a 10 percent error rate or 

less. 

 

Table 15 shows some of the aggregate results of the case reviews conducted as part of the FY 

2015-16 formal county reviews of four county department APS programs. While there are 67 

measures in the scorecard a caseworker can be scored on, the following factors represent the key 

measures for improving safety and health for the client. 

 

Table 15: FY 2015-16 Formal County Reviews 

Combined Findings of Key Measures 

Error Error Rate 

Inadequate investigation, i.e., the caseworker did not interview 

appropriate witnesses or gather evidence needed to develop a case 

plan to prevent further mistreatment or self-neglect.  

64% 

Inaccurate summary of evidence, which is used to make a finding 

on the allegation and the alleged perpetrator.  
60% 

Inaccurate and inadequate assessment of the client’s strengths and 

needs, which is necessary to identify all health and safety needs the 

client might have.  

60% 

Inaccurate capture of services the client was already receiving at 

the time of the report that mitigate some client needs, leading to 

inaccurate case planning.  

44% 

Inadequate case plan, i.e., the case plan did not address all the 

needs for the client’s health and safety.  
43% 

Inappropriate use of Client Services Funds, i.e., use of the funds 

without justification of the need in relation to the case plan for 

health and safety.  

10% 

Source: APS Quality Assurance Results as of June 30, 2016 

 

In reviewing cases for C-Stat and other performance data reports, State APS staff identified a risk 

for cases in which the initial response was a phone call to ascertain safety rather than a face-to-

face visit with the client. A phone call as an initial response should be rare and is allowed only in 

emergency situations and only to a professional who can put immediate eyes on the client to 

ensure the client is safe, such as law enforcement or hospital personnel. Table 16 shows the 

results of State APS program staff’s review of a statistically valid sample of cases statewide in 

which the initial response was a phone call, a total of 147 cases.  

 

Table 16: FY 2016-17 Statewide Review – Initial Response: Phone Call to Ascertain Safety* 
 

Error Error Rate 

The report should not have been screened in (did not involve an at-risk 

adult and/or mistreatment or self-neglect).  
49% 

Phone call to ascertain safety was an inappropriate initial response.  62% 
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Untimely and/or inappropriate follow up to the phone call.  60% 

Report not entered timely into the data system. 3% 

Percentage of cases reviewed with one or more errors noted above. 86% 
Source: APS Quality Assurance Results as of December 19, 2016 

 

In reviewing cases for C-Stat and other performance data reports, State APS staff identified a risk 

for cases in which the caseworker did not conduct an in-person investigation and phone 

collaboration was used. Phone collaboration should be rare and is only allowed in very specific 

circumstances, by rule. Investigations should be conducted in person in most cases. State APS 

staff reviewed a statistically valid sample of cases statewide in which the caseworker did not 

conduct an investigation and phone collaboration was used, a total of 129 cases.  

 

Table 17: FY 2016-17 Statewide Review – Resolving a Case by Phone* 

Error Error Rate 

The report should not have been screened in (did not involve an at-risk 

adult and/or mistreatment or self-neglect).  
48% 

Phone collaboration, rather than an in-person investigation, was used 

inappropriately.  
56% 

Report not entered timely into the data system. 2% 

Percentage of cases reviewed with one or more errors noted above.  78% 
Source: APS Quality Assurance Results as of December 19, 2016. 

 

44) Page 17 of staff’s budget briefing document shows a decrease in the percentage of 

reports that became cases in FY 2015-16.  Why did this occur? 

Since the implementation of mandatory reporting for at-risk elders on July 1, 2014, there has been 

a significant increase in the number of reports to APS programs in the State. As with any new 

mandatory reporting law, there have been more reports than in previous years made that the APS 

program screened-out and did not investigate because the report did not involve an at-risk adult 

and/or there was no mistreatment or self-neglect. In addition, there were more reports that 

duplicated reports that were already made so the APS program screened them out because there 

was already an active APS case under way. Consistent with this, the Department has identified 

two data points that may explain the decrease in the number of APS cases relative to the number 

of reports from FY 2014-15 to FY 2015-16. 

 

 County departments of Human or Social Services (county departments) screened 

out 250 more reports in FY 2015-16 than in the previous fiscal year because the 

report did not meet eligibility criteria for APS investigation and intervention, i.e., 

the report did not involve an at-risk adult and/or there was no mistreatment or self-

neglect. 

 County departments screened out 160 more reports in FY 2015-16 than in FY 

2014-15 because the report was related to a currently open case. These types of 

reports are screened out because the client is already being served. 
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Pop Up notification messaging is used throughout the application to provide information to 

individuals entering data on a specific screen.  In cases where the data being provided will result 

in benefit changes or generate client notices, it is possible to provide notification to the end user 

via this method as well. 

 

OIT and the departments will work together to review the options and determine where such a 

message would be most effective. 

 

46) Please describe recent trends (fiscal year over fiscal year) for help tickets for the 

Colorado Benefits Management System (CBMS).  Please include a discussion of the 

existing backlog of tickets. 

The following response was provided by the Governor’s Office of Information Technology (OIT). 

 

The average monthly ticket count back in 2014 was 2,731 with a reduction in 2015 by 23% to an 

average of 2,118 and another 17% reduction in 2016 to an average of 1,775.  Currently we have 

an average of 425 tickets per week; as compared to back in 2014, the average weekly was 683. 

 

The total backlog back in April 2015 was around 3,500 active CBMS tickets going back to 2012 

as the oldest tickets  All the tickets with 2012 - 2014 and first part of 2015 where worked and 

resolved by January 2016.  Around March 2016, the team had accomplished only being 6 months 

out on working tickets and that continues today as our oldest tickets are from July 2016.   Most of 

the July and August tickets are currently scheduled for the January 2017 build.  We continue to 

analyze the tickets so we can try to only be 90 business days out on our oldest ticket to be fixed in 

a build.   

 

The service level agreement (SLA) on the CBMS tickets in January 2016 was at 83% and starting 

in June 2016 through November 2016, we are meeting above 90% SLA. 

 

The top 10 categories for 2016 are:  

 Client ID Merges - 22% 

 Food Assistance - 14% 

 MAGI (HCPF) - 14% 

 Colorado Works Use Month - 10% 

 Food Assistance Use Month - 9% 

 Colorado Works - 7% 

 Non-MAGI (HCPF) - 6% 

 Adult Financial - 4% 

 CBMS general tickets - 3% 

 MA Overrides - 2% 
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47) Please describe the relationship between CBMS and Connect for Health Colorado as 

it relates to an individual shopping for health insurance who then applies for Medicaid 

coverage.   

The following response was provided by the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing 

(HCPF). 

 

All Medicaid eligibility determinations, including determinations for individuals who apply for 

coverage through Connect for Health Colorado, are made by the Colorado Benefits Management 

System (CBMS).  Connect for Health Colorado and the Department of Health Care Policy and 

Financing use a shared infrastructure called the Shared Eligibility System (SES) to determine 

eligibility for the Insurance Affordability Programs which include Medicaid, Child Health Plan 

Plus (CHP+), and financial assistance to purchase private health insurance through Connect for 

Health Colorado (Advance Premium Tax Credits (APTC) and Cost Sharing Reductions (CSR)). 

The SES is not a standalone system; it consists of CBMS, the Colorado.gov/PEAK online 

application, and the eligibility rules engine.  The eligibility determinations made through SES are 

shared automatically between CBMS and Connect for Health Colorado.  If the individual is 

eligible, the individual is notified of their APTC/CSR and is transferred to the Connect for Health 

Colorado website to shop for an insurance plan. 

Individuals can also choose to shop for private health insurance through Connect for Health 

Colorado without applying for any Insurance Affordability Programs. These individuals have the 

option to purchase health insurance at the full price set by the insurance plan. CBMS is not part of 

this process.  



Attachment A SB 16-190 ~ Timeline of Deliverables
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▫Utility companies

Attachment B: Low-income Energy Assistance Programs Receiving Severance Tax Money

Fiscal and program administration; county offices 

and Goodwill deliver services

Fiscal and program administration; statewide 

contractors perform services

Contracts with LEAP (bill pay assistance) and CEO 

(weatherization), among other contractors

Bill pay assistance for winter home heating costs to 

income-eligible households (165% FPL)

Home energy efficiency services to low-income 

households (200% FPL)

Bill pay assistance and energy efficiency services to 

LEAP-eligible (non-winter) & other low-income (not 

LEAP eligible) households

▫Tier 2 Severance Tax, when available

▫U.S. Dept. of Energy

▫Tier 2 Severance Tax,

▫LEAP (up to 15%)

  for weatherization

Tier 2 Severance Tax Funds

Tier 2 Appropriation (Method, Amount, Sunset)

Additional Program Notes

Federal funds are approx. 90% of LEAP's program 

funding. Partners closely with CEO and EOC in order 

to improve self-sufficiency among vulnerable 

families.

Receives additional funding from federal sources. 

Partners closely with LEAP and EOC in order to 

improve energy efficiency throughout Colorado.

Non-profit agency offering a wide array of energy-

related services. Partners closely with LEAP and CEO 

to meet vulnerable Coloradans' energy needs.

Up to $3.25 M annually (depending on Severance Tax 

revenue available). Continuous appropriation. 

Sunsets on July 1, 2018.

Up to $6.5 M annually (depending on Severance Tax 

revenue available). Continuous appropriation. 

Sunsets on July 1, 2018.

Up to $3.25 M annually (depending on Severance 

Tax revenue available). Continuous appropriation. 

Sunsets on July 1, 2018.

CDHS Low-Income Energy Assistance Fund CEO Low-Income Energy Assistance Fund EOC Low-Income Energy Assistance Fund

▫LEAP (furnace repair)

  when available   tax, when available

Colorado Dept. of Human Services (CDHS)

Low-Income Energy Assistance Program (LEAP)

Colorado Energy Office (CEO)

Low-Income Energy Services

Energy Outreach Colorado (EOC)

Program Purpose

Administration / Service Delivery

Funding Sources

▫Tier 2 Severance ▫Donations

▫Grants

▫Block Grant, U.S. Dept. Health & Human Services
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